We developed a survey using SurveyMonkey with a combination of yes/no, multiple-choice, ranking and rating, and free-response questions. In an eort to collect longitudinal data that we could leverage in our own study, we referenced and modeled a subset of questions after a survey circulated in 2008 1 that informed what we now know as AccessTEI, 2 a TEI Consortium member benet providing a volume discount for digitization and text encoding. 6 We decided to target communities of practice as opposed to individuals, intending to lower the probability of bias that might have occurred with an otherwise judgmental sample of responses.
However, we encouraged responses from multiple sta members from the same institution to ensure a more holistic view of text-encoding practices across libraries. In turn, we generated institutional biases that we did not attempt to normalize since the data was collected in an anonymous fashion. 7 We formally announced the survey as part of the poster sessions for the 2012 Digital Library Federation (DLF) Forum and the 2012 Conference and Members' Meeting of the TEI Consortium, which occurred within weeks of each other. 3 Once the survey was unveiled at the DLF Forum on November 4, 2012, the survey was announced via digital library and digital humanities mailing lists (including TEI-L, DLF-ANNOUNCE, DIGLIB, and XML4LIB) and social media channels like Twitter and Facebook. 8 Depending on how they answered certain questions, respondents encountered one of four paths with 11, 17, 28, or 30 questions to complete. The only respondent requirement was that she or he worked in a library in some capacity. Not all questions were answered; we have estimated a completion rate of 60% that takes into account the various forks in the survey. 9 The survey was comprised of four major sections:
• Study Information The survey closed on January 31, 2013, with 112 valid responses that provided the foundation for our analysis. The survey questions and the data collected are available at https://github.com/ mdalmau/tei_libraries.
Data Preparation 11
Mishaps occurred with the data collection using SurveyMonkey because of a combination of researcher error and glitches with the survey tool. Of the original 138 respondents, 26 answered "no" to the question "Do you work in a library?," but despite their not meeting the sole criterion for taking the survey, the system somehow allowed them to continue. These responses were disqualied. In addition, a subset of questions (for 10 respondents) were disqualied (and marked as "invalid") based on other errors uncovered in SurveyMonkey's logic for skipping questions. 4 The Indiana Statistical Consulting Center provided close consultation to determine which responses to disqualify and to normalize the data for statistical processing, which included content analysis and coding of the qualitative responses.
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We coded responses of both the quantitative and qualitative questions. After questions were keyed (Q1, Q2, etc.) for statistical processing, values for all ranking questions, Likert scale questions (with responses ranging from "almost always" to "never"), and yes/no questions were normalized. Six qualitative questions (Q4, Q9, Q16, Q25, Q118, and Q119) were coded following a three-step process:
(1) each of us coded the responses separately, (2) we combined our respective codings to generate a single scheme, and (3) together we reassigned codes based on the single scheme.
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The spreadsheet containing the coded data, which is also available on GitHub 
Results

14
The following summary and discussions of the results are presented as a "snapshot" in time based on analysis of data collected in the survey. The lack of pre-existing data measuring text-encoding activities in libraries made it dicult to make assertions about changes over time. Still, the results provide valuable information about text-encoding activities and attitudes in libraries that can be used in future studies.
Profile of Survey Respondents 15
Of the 112 respondents, we determined from IP addresses that
• 55 are clearly aliated with an institution; 41 of these are unique institutions
• 57 are unidentiable because they used o-site internet connections (via ISPs).
16
As Respondents were asked to identify their departmental aliations, and to list departments with which they partner on text-encoding projects. Responses were coded (see gure 1) according to twelve main areas of work or departments (such as cataloging or technology), but not weighted with respect to respondents providing multiple departmental aliations (9 of 112 responses).
Not surprising, departments reporting the most text-encoding work include Technology, Digital Scholarship, Cataloging, Special Collections, and Archives. Of the 58 respondents who indicated units with which they partner, most had partnered with at least 3 other departments elsewhere in the library, revealing a concentration of partnerships in departments like Technology, Digitization, and Cataloging. While we cannot claim that text-encoding work has become "decentralized" in libraries based on our data alone, we certainly see a spread of text-encoding work across various library departments (see gure 1). Figure 1 . This pie chart shows respondents' reported departmental affiliations, coded according to twelve main areas of work or departments, with "General Library" for responses such as "main" and "general."
TEI Consortium Affiliations 18
As mentioned earlier, we were primarily interested in the individual's experience with textencoding practices in libraries, but we also asked respondents to identify whether their institution was aliated with the TEI Consortium. To present a more accurate picture, we attempted, only in this instance, to control for multiple responses per institution (gure 2). This chart gives four data points for each response:
• total responses
• total institutions
• total unique institutions • total respondents who accessed the survey via an ISP.
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The responses were analyzed based on whether or not the respondent said his or her institution is a member of the TEI Consortium, in addition to unsure and blank responses. For those who answered "yes" to the TEI Consortium membership question, we can see that 18 of the 39 respondents are aliated with an identiable institution and 9 of those (half), after de-duplication, are unique institutions. For those who answered "no" to the question, we can see that 23 of the 43 respondents are aliated with an identiable institution and 17 of those are unique institutions. In sum, 50% of respondents that claimed their institutions are members of the TEI Consortium were identied as being from unique institutions, and 73% that claimed their institutions were not aliated were identied as being from unique institutions. In keeping with Still, simply counting member institutions does not reect the varying level of nancial support that they oer to the TEI through dierent classes of membership. While it is often said that libraries provide the majority of nancial support for the TEI Consortium, it turns out that library members contribute an average of 45% of the TEI-C's revenue (Hawkins 2014) ; not quite half, but indeed a signicant collective contribution.
Text-Encoding Practices and Partnerships in Libraries 23
Libraries support text encoding across a wide spectrum of discrete tasks and work practices associated with starting and completing a text-encoding project, from consulting and training to actual markup and web publishing (see gure 4). Such activities are carried out in partnership with various other constituencies inside and outside the library (see gure 5). As we have seen thus far, it is not surprising that the greater number of partnerships is across library sta and departments, but we see an equally high number of partnerships with faculty and information technology (IT) sta. Such library-faculty partnerships could indicate a trend toward more advanced or scholarly text-encoding support. How tasks align with partnerships is not surprising: for example, we see Respondents were asked to rank eight types of projects or kinds of collections commonly encountered in libraries in terms of how often they work with such collections, from most common to least common. As is evident in gure 6, based on the data reected in table 2, the top three most common types of projects or collections for which text encoding features prominently are rare books and manuscripts, archival materials, and faculty or librarian digital research projects.
It appears that text encoding is reserved for special collections and unique content, not the most commonly used materials. We asked respondents to describe the level of text encoding with which they most often engage, describing these levels abstractly rather than as numbers as in the Best Practices for TEI in Libraries:
• Basic reformatting of text for bibliographic and keyword search (Level 1)
• Mid-level structural encoding for full-text display and basic functionality like linking table of contents, notes, etc. (Levels 2 and 3)
• Richer encoding for content analyses like name tagging, rhyme schemes, etc. (Level 4)
• Scholarly encoding projects (Level 5) Figure 7 . This graph shows the frequency that respondents reported conducting different types of encoding. 26 According to gure 7, we can see activity across all levels of text encoding with an emphasis on mid-level structural encoding. We also asked respondents to indicate the number of text-encoding projects with which they are involved, from none to more than 30, with most people working on 1-5, 6-10, or more than 30 projects. We correlated the number of projects with encoding levels, and assumed that those involved with fewer projects are encoding at higher levels and vice versa.
Instead, we noticed a wide range of activity across all levels of encoding regardless of the number of text-encoding projects. However, as we look more closely at the correlation between levels of encoding and types of materials most commonly encoded in libraries (gure 8), we see peaks in mid-level structural encoding (level 3), richer encoding for content analysis (level 4), and scholarly encoding (level 5). 
Text-Encoding Interests and Attitudes 27
We presented respondents with a mixture of quantitative and qualitative questions with respect to text-encoding interests and attitudes across their library. We correlated responses to both sets of questions to ensure reliability of the responses. Figure 9 . This graph shows a cross-tabulation of reported administrative support for text encoding and reported general interest across the respondent's library in text encoding.
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As seen in table 3 and gure 9, administrative support and general interest in text encoding across the libraries are closely related, as they are respectively situated in the moderately-to-slightlyinterested and moderately-and-slightly-supportive responses of the Likert scale.
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At face value, this occupation of the middle ground might seem like a safe, even rational, place for an institution given this time of transition for academic libraries as they begin to dene themselves more clearly in the age of digital scholarship. However, the sentiments on the fringes of the Likert scale are problematic. We see little to no correlation between an extremely and very supportive library administration and an extremely and very interested library sta. And the "not interested"
camp is threatening to tip the moderate scale.
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We then compared the quantitative responses to qualitative responses we collected. A little over half of the respondents (approximately 63 of 112) answered the question: "In a few sentences, could you describe how you see the state of and attitudes toward text encoding in your library today?" We completed two levels of coding for the qualitative responses to this question: we assigned thematic categories to the responses (following the three-step process identied above in the "Data Preparation" section), and then we tagged the categories as either positive, negative, or neutral. For this analysis, we did not disqualify those who only provided responses to the quantitative questions, though we disclose the number of "no responses" (). Because of this discrepancy, the quantitative responses are marginally inated, but they do not seem to detract or bias the qualitative responses in any way, as is made clear by their strong correlation.
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Those in the neutral camp (35%) align well enough with the slightly-to-moderately-interested/ supportive camp as seen in gure 9. The negative responses dominate at 44%, which illustrates a perceived threat to text encoding in libraries (see gure 11), leaving 21% positive responses.
32 Figure 10 reveals the categories coded as positive and their distribution among respondents. The granular coding makes it impossible to generalize these sentiments more broadly, but the number of people who reported "expected uptake" and "general interest" in text-encoding projects is heartening. Responses indicating that the survival of text encoding in their library is a result of individual initiative are more concerning since this implies an overall lack of institutional support.
Though the numbers are not as high, interest among catalogers and the training opportunities around text encoding correlate with trends we are seeing in gures 1 and 4. Figure 10 . Of responses (n=63) to the question "In a few sentences, could you describe how you see the state of and attitudes toward text encoding in your library today?" this graph shows responses with portions coded as positive (n=25) after two levels of coding: (1) themes were identified and then (2) themes were tagged as positive, negative, or neutral.
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The ndings for the categories coded as negative are not especially surprising (gure 11).
Libraries have been struggling with the resource intensity of text encoding, from doing markup to publishing the encoded texts online, for years. The various types of opposition to text encoding reported require further exploration. While we have not correlated the responses coded as various types of opposition with responses indicating that text encoding is resource-intensive, we suspect a tight relationship. Figure 11 . Of responses (n=63) to the question "In a few sentences, could you describe how you see the state of and attitudes toward text encoding in your library today?" this graph shows responses with portions coded as negative (n=52) after two levels of coding: (1) themes were identified and then (2) themes were tagged as positive, negative, or neutral.
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The neutral camp yielded a medley of codings (gure 12), including expressions of apathy, mixed feelings about whether text encoding is a viable endeavor for libraries, and uncertainty about the benets of encoding. A few codings, however, were used for ambiguous responses that could easily manifest as positive or negative depending on the argument made. However, two themes emerged which can be seen as somewhat at odds: libraries engage selectively in text encoding, yet they prioritize basic access to text collections. Specically, while we know that text encoding is more often used for special collections and for scholarly projects than for general collections, libraries are under pressure to provide online access to their general collections as well, forgoing encoding for simple digitization using facsimile page images and keyword searching. 
Discussion
35
We have uncovered several areas that deserve additional investigation and consideration. As we move forward, the "TEI and libraries" community would benet from • verifying what appears to be a concerted eort by libraries to use text encoding for special collections, and determining to what extent that correlates with the peaks we observed in structural encoding (level 3), richer encoding for content analysis (level 4), and scholarly encoding (level 5). In understanding the nature of these collections and scenarios in which text encoding is deemed important for discovery of these collections, we would be better positioned to provide ne-tuned, relevant training, guidelines, and overall support for libraries.
• exploring ways in which text encoding is resource intensive, focusing both on easing the publishing process for libraries and on libraries facilitating ways in which scholars can self-publish. These options might include: better promotion of Best Practices for TEI in Libraries,which now contains schemas for encoding at levels 1 through 4; understanding how libraries can benet from and contribute to the TAPAS project; and supporting TEI Simple (formerly "TEI-Nudge," see Mueller 2013). These three initiatives imply a strong role libraries can take, with the TEI Consortium's help, in fostering TEI-aware publishing systems.
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The limitations of the survey and the lack of longitudinal data temper any conclusions that could be drawn from the survey results. Conveyed herein is at most a snapshot of TEI in libraries today, but a snapshot with great promise. This study dovetails with more recent research conducted by Harriett Green (2012 Green ( , 2013 ) that aimed to identify concrete ways in which libraries can foster and support text encoding for library and scholarly research projects. Though we have yet to consult these and other related data sources systematically, we have released our own data set for others to use.
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In retrospect, we consider this survey to be a preliminary data-gathering instrument. The ndings as summarized above debunk our wholesale hypothesis that text-encoding practices have signicantly declined in libraries. However, the data we have gathered alone are not robust enough to make more specic claims about the state of text encoding in libraries. We are more acutely aware of this precarious "middle zone" of neither giving up on nor fully embracing text encoding that libraries are occupying and will focus our investigations on uncovering and understanding the nuances of being in the middle as a way to further rene this study.
